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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -1 8 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 6 objected to because of the following informalities: line 7 should read "of 
the thread registration". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 8, 11, 13, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Carlson et al. (US Pat No. 6,842,898 hereinafter Carlson). 

5. Regarding claim 1 , Carlson teaches a computing system providing multi- 
threaded programming support, comprising: 
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a thread monitor class providing thread monitoring services to threads of a multi- 
threaded process (col 4 lines 46-49), the thread monitor class including: 

a thread registration method to optionally register a thread for monitoring by the 
class (col 5 lines 18-22, wherein a set of threads are registered to be monitored based 
on criteria); and 

a thread monitoring supervisor to monitor all threads registered for monitoring 
operation of threads (col 4 lines 46-49). 

6. Regarding claim 8, Carlson teaches that the thread monitoring supervisor is 
optionally instantiated within a main thread of a multi-threaded program (col a 4 lines 
46-59). 

7. Regarding claims 1 1 and 15, they are the method claims of claims 1 and 8 
above. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 and 8 above. 

8. Regarding claim 1 3, Carlson teaches that the step of monitoring further 
comprises determining whether said additional thread is still alive to monitor operability 
of said additional thread (col 5 lines 25-32). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 2-3, 5, 9-10, and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Carlson et al. (US Pat No. 6,842,898). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 2, Carlson does not explicitly teach that the thread monitor class 
further includes a thread un-registration method to remove a prior registration of a 
thread for monitoring by the class. 

12. However it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to include a thread un-registration method. It is well known in the art that 
threads can complete their execution once their task is complete. One would be 
motivated by the desire to un-register a thread once that thread has completed its 
execution. 

1 3. Regarding claim 3, Carlson does not teach that the thread monitor class further 
includes: a stop thread monitoring method to optionally terminate monitoring of all 
threads registered for monitoring by the class. 
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14. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to include a stop thread monitoring method. One would be motivated by 
the desire to stop monitoring threads that no longer needed to be monitored. 

15. Regarding claim 5, Carlson teaches that the thread registration method wherein 
the monitoring comprises periodically verifying that the invoking thread is still alive (col 5 
lines 25-32). 

16. Carlson does not explicitly teach a thread alive check registration method 
optionally invoked by a thread to register for monitoring by the class. However, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention to 
include a command or method to cause a thread to be registered for monitoring. Since, 
Carlson teaches optionally monitoring threads, one would be motivated by the desire to 
include some means to accomplish the registration. 

17. Regarding claims 9-10, Carlson does not explicitly teach that the thread 
monitoring supervisor is further operable to restart an inoperable thread or restart the 
process that includes an inoperable thread. 

18. Carlson does teach methods that allow a class to recover from an error state (col 
6 line 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, to have modified Carlson to include that the thread monitoring supervisor is 
further operable to restart an inoperable thread or restart the process that includes an 
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inoperable thread. One would be motivated by the desire to recover from the errors that 
resulted in the thread being inoperable an indicated by Carlson. 

1 9. Regarding claims 1 6-1 7, they are the method claims of claims 9-1 0 above. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 9-10 above. 

20. Regarding claim 18, Carlson does not explicitly teach that the thread monitor is a 
generic and reusable component. 

21 . Carlson teaches that "the present invention provides a method, apparatus, and 
instructions for handling call backs on system events for a collection of related threads" 
(col 4 lines 43-45) and "The present invention includes an independent monitor thread, 
which is employed to watch threads executing processes, such as those used to print a 
document" (col 4 lines 46-49). While Carlson applies his invention to monitoring printer 
threads, the ability to monitor other threads is not precluded. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Carlson to explicitly teach that the 
thread monitor is a generic and reusable component. One would be motivated by the 
desire to extend the scope of Carlson to monitor other types of threads. 

22. Claims 4, 6-7, 12, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Carlson et al. (US Pat No. 6,842,898) in view of Bowers (US Pat No. 
7,051,331). 
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23. Regarding claim 4, Carlson does not explicitly teach that the thread monitor class 
further includes: a thread HeartBeat method to signal a HeartBeat from a thread 
registered for monitoring by the class. 

24. Bowers teaches a monitoring method, which uses a heartbeat interface to 
periodically indicate to whether or not a worker process is functioning improperly (col 2 
lines 8-16). 

25. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include a thread HeartBeat method to signal a HeartBeat from a thread 
registered for monitoring by the class. Bowers teaches that using a Heartbeat signal has 
multiple advantages over the prior art (col 1 lines 28-55). 

26. Regarding claims 6-7, Carlson does not explicitly teach that the thread 
registration method comprises: a thread poll registration method invoked by a thread to 
register for monitoring by the class wherein the monitoring comprises periodically 
verifying that the invoking thread is properly operating by invoking a poll method derived 
from the thread poll registration invocation wherein the thread poll registration method 
comprises a thread Heartbeat registration method. . 

27. Bowers teaches a monitoring method, which uses a heartbeat interface to 
periodically indicate to whether or not a worker process is functioning improperly (col 2 
lines 8-16). 
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28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include a thread HeartBeat method to signal a HeartBeat from a thread 
registered for monitoring by the class. Bowers teaches that using a Heartbeat signal has 
multiple advantages over the prior art (col 1 lines 28-55). 

29. Regarding claims 1 2 and 14, they are the method claims of claims 6-7 above. 
Therefore, they are rejected for the same reasons as claims 6-7 above. 



Response to Arguments 

30. Applicant's arguments filed 02/04/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

31 . Regarding Applicant arguments to claim 1 : 

While Carlson does not explicitly disclose optional thread registration, Carlson's 
invention is meant to be generic. Carlson teaches that "the present invention provides a 
method, apparatus, and instructions for handling call backs on system events for a 
collection of related threads " (col 4 lines 43-45) and "The present invention includes an 
independent monitor thread, which is employed to watch threads executing processes , 
such as those used to print a document" (col 4 lines 46-49). This indicates that the 
decisions as to which threads are to be monitored is based on a user/programmer to 
optionally select which threads are to be monitored. While Carlson applies his invention 
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to monitoring printer threads, the ability to monitor other threads is not precluded. 
Therefore, contrary to Applicant's assertion, not all threads in Carlson are monitored. 

32. Regarding Applicant arguments to claims 3 and 5: Rejection has been changed 
in light of claim amendments. 

33. Regarding Applicant arguments to claim 8: 

Carlson clearly teaches that the thread monitor is an independent thread 
operating in a multi-threaded environment (col 4 lines 46-59). 

34. Regarding Applicant arguments to claims 2, 9-10: 

Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1 (b) because they amount 
to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically 
pointing out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the 
references. 

35. Regarding Applicant arguments to claim 4: 

It is well known in the art that process and threads are used interchangeably in 
the art. In fact Carlson says that "threads operate in many respects in the same manner 
as processes (col 4 lines 59-60). Therefore, Applicant's assertion that process 
monitoring is different than thread monitoring is not persuasive. 
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36. Regarding Applicant arguments to claim 6: 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., providing complete freedom in a generic way for the thread designer to implement 
its "poll" method) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into 
the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 



Conclusion 

37. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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38. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric C. Wai whose telephone number is 571-270-1012. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs, 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng - Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Meng-Ai An/ /Eric C Wai/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2195 Examiner, Art Unit 2195 



